Conflicts between regional executive leaders and the executive heads of regional capital cities were a frequent occurrence in El'tsin's Russia, and were consequences of the rapid decentralization of power that occurred in the first half of the 1990s. This article focuses on the political competition that emerged in Sverdlovsk Oblast between the regional governor Eduard Rossel' and his counterpart at the local level, Ekaterinburg Mayor Arkadii Chernetskii. It evaluates the key network relationships held by these two actors during the 1990s, and asks how these networks influenced the balance of regional power prior to the federal recentralisation processes of the 2000s. The article applies the strategy of boundary control, as previously applied by Edward Gibson to the study of subnational regional regimes in Latin America under conditions of national democratization; 1 in so doing, it considers Rossel''s hold over regional power as being determined by his approach to representing regional elite interests, both political and economic, which thereby insulated his power from challengers.
to acquire and distribute the resource requirements of the political and economic elite of the region.
I. FOUNDATIONS OF THE GOVERNOR-MAYOR CONFLICT IN SVERDLOVSK OBLAST
The difficult relationship between Eduard Rossel' and Arkadii Chernetskii lasted almost a decade and a half, from the mid-1990s to 2009. It can be viewed in terms of initially being a struggle for political control between the regional capital city, Ekaterinburg, and the rest of the Oblast, which then continued during the recentralisation process of the 2000s, becoming a personal conflict between the two as the possibilities for regional political competition decreased.
The origins of the conflict between the leaders of the region and the regional capital in Sverdlovsk Oblast was initiated by the breakdown of prior patron-client relations between Rossel' and Chernetskii, prompted inadvertently by central intervention in Sverdlovsk regional politics. For regional regimes, the system of central appointment of regional leaders and loose oversight of regional regimes resulted in the development of personalised power, which prioritised its own preservation. This led to the emergence of neopatrimonial regional power, in which informal group ties, loyalty to the patron and formal positions appeared as core factors used to privatise gains. 4 Heads of local government in Russian cities and towns under El'tsin were also initially conducted via central appointment, although based upon the recommendation of the previously appointed heads of regional administration (governors). 5 Different pressures according to the location and composition of the city affected these recommendations, and attention had to be paid to the competing interests of different sections of the elites therein. 6 Within existing patron-client structures, entrenched clients were potentially able to influence leader's choices by lobbying for or against the entry of new clients. 7 Much like its citizens' socioeconomic security, in the immediate aftermath of the collapse of Soviet rule regional political power incurred its own struggle for day-to-day survival, rooted in matters of loyalty and various capacities to obtain and distribute resources.
Following his appointment in October 1991 as Head of Regional Administration in Sverdlovsk Oblast, Rossel' quickly demonstrated that he understood the nuances of his position. To balance the uncertainty from above (where the victory of 'pro-reform' forces
was not yet assured) he realised the value of support from the most influential sections of the regional economic elite. The appointment of his own proposed candidate as mayor of the region's capital city was an early test of his local authority. It was therefore critical that he not be challenged over this choice, particularly by the very elites that he supposedly
represented. In one of Russia's most industrialised regions, support for Rossel''s proposed candidate was balanced within the framework of what the industrial elite of Ekaterinburg saw themselves potentially gaining from the new political order. In the few months that had passed since the final collapse of the Soviet system, the prominent position that industrial directors had previously held in the region had hardly changed despite economic collapse in the heavy industry and military-industrial sectors. Thus, the choice of Arkadii Chernetskii, the General Director of the Uralkhimmash factory in the city, one of the largest industrial plants which dominated the southern part of the city, proved uncontentious and carried the support of other members of the city's director-elite. 8 While never personally close to him, the convenience of this candidate served to lend Rossel' legitimacy with the industrial elite and signal his willingness to maintain the structural status quo ante of the recent past, under which the interests of the military-industrial complex, heavy industry and construction figured high on the agenda. With a highly politicised public in one of the most pro-reform regions of the state, the directors of a number of other large enterprises from the city, including the influential Uralmash (Uralskii Mashinostroitel'nyi Zavod) plant, firmly supported Chernetskii's nomination and praised the new Mayor's 'managerial qualities' and 'suitability' for the post. 9 In selecting a candidate from within the existing 'director corps', Rossel' had but that they themselves saw the potential benefits of a certain amount of reform. The breakdown of the patron-client relationship occurred towards the end of 1993, when Rossel' was dismissed by El'tsin for overstepping his authority with this declaration.
With Rossel''s dismissal, the patron-client relationship that Chernetskii had been incorporated into ceased to exist, with the Ekaterinburg Mayor remaining in his position and Rossel' no longer holding any political leverage over him. Patron-client network theory suggests that it is possible for informal relations to continue after roles have been institutionalised, undermining these institutions and hindering their development. It further notes that a mutual dependency emerges between patron and client over the exchange of resources, stunting the will of actors to eventually break free from such ties. 12 While it is 10 See the interviews with Arkadii Chernetskii in Ural'skii rabochii immediately prior to and after his appointment as Ekaterinburg Mayor by El'tsin. 'V mery ne naprashivalsia', Ural'skii rabochii, 18 January 1992, p.1 and 'Zhit' stanet luchshe?', Ural'skii rabochii, 13 February 1992, p.1. 11 As the regional branches of power were located in Ekaterinburg, there was much opportunity for city and regional branches of power to exchange views. This did not, however, extend to other cities. Nikolai Didenko, the mayor of Sverdlovsk Oblast's second city, Nizhnii Tagil, complained about the lack of attention paid to local self-government by Rossel' and his government and spoke of poor region-city ties outside of the capital. 'Nam ne khvataet optimizma', Ural'skii rabochii, 12 March 1992, p. competition to his leadership, using the boundary control theory to outline how he sought to preserve his power.
Extending the power reproduction theory, where elites seek to safeguard their political direction by permitting only those with comparable beliefs into their political spheres, the idea of 'boundary control' was examined in Edward Gibson's research on subnational authoritarian regimes in Latin America as a form of power preservation for leaders to protect their own position within regimes. 16 Boundary control is defined as a strategy that protects outsider action or actors from entering occupied political territory before the point of the reproduction of power arises. Gibson explored the use of this strategy by regional leaders in Mexico and Argentina, looking to maintain their power under conditions of national democratization by acting to prevent political opponents' access to resources and allies. Exploiting those resources available to the incumbent leader, in particular through the unequal balance of forces that these leaders enjoyed, the sub-national regimes, which were already in place and long-standing when the national political arena began its democratization process, continued to pursue authoritarian practices.
While the political regime under Rossel' was not authoritarian, the boundary control approach can be transposed onto the case of sub-national power in Russia, due to the simultaneous process of national and sub-national transition that was occurring as well as considered here as the mechanism applied by Rossel' to convert the inputs (elites, resources and networks) to an outcome of continued regional political power. The arguments put forward in the analysis of Rossel''s actions are intended to show that this behaviour was intentional and, importantly, fulfilled the aims that it set out to achieve. This helps us to understand Rossel' as both an individual and as an institutional actor (at the heart of a collective political system), insulating himself from rivals. Examining the development of and participation in numerous, distinct and overlapping networks made up of the federal and regional elite (political and economic) and as influenced by Rossel''s character provides the inputs which resulted in consolidation and preservation of his regional power.
Three essential factors are required of the regional leader in the boundary control strategy, and these are proposed as being effective against the challenge that Chernetskii posed to Rossel''s leadership:
 the monopolisation of national-sub-national linkages (ensuring that only Rossel'
had control over decision-making networks and contacts with the centre, so as to force elites to go through him to advance their causes nationally);
 the nationalisation of influence (Rossel''s ability to be the only actor from Sverdlovsk Oblast capable of pursuing strategies at the national level that would influence regional interests);
 the parochialisation of power (the ability to ensure hegemony over the subnational territorial system, making the elite and the wider general public in the region absolutely reliant on his goodwill).
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Several themes are highlighted below in governor-mayor relations in Sverdlovsk Oblast that demonstrate Rossel''s use of boundary control. Firstly, we look at Rossel''s ties with El'tsin and how this was portrayed in order to monopolise national-regional linkages. Secondly, we look to Rossel''s control over local self-government within the region. The clear contradictions between Rossel''s previously advocated positions on centre-regional relations and his behaviour towards local self-government in general (not only with regards to Ekaterinburg), with 62 towns and cities and 73 municipal (and district) entities in the region by 1998, demonstrate his ability to bring the local elites under his influence. 19 The discussion next looks at Rossel''s and Chernetskii's competing regional political movements as the conflict was brought into the open and as both sides sought to popularise their legitimacy. While these political movements did indeed lend an air of pluralism to the political space, they competing at fundamentally different levels, with Chernetskii's own political party 'Our Home, Our City' (Nash Dom Nash Gorod) largely restricted to support within Ekaterinburg, affirming Rossel''s hegemony in national politics. Finally, the importance of the industrial elite to both actors is considered, noting how the importance of meeting this sector's demands influenced the outcome of regional-local competition in the region.
III. THE IMPORTANCE OF EL'TSIN IN SVERDLOVSK OBLAST
The degree of knowledge that El'tsin had of his regional leaders varied heavily from region to region, and in many cases, appointments were made upon the recommendation of those close to the president or by prominent pro-reform actors within the regions. cultivated that a 'special relationship' existed between the President and regional leader; this became central to Rossel''s idea, which he and his supporters promoted to the elites and the region's general population, that only he was capable of negotiating with the President in a way would benefit the region. The view was constructed that El'tsin and Rossel' could personally agree on terms, whereas other actors (most clearly contrasting Rossel''s successor as governor, Aleksei Strakhov, and later Chernetskii) were unable to build strong connections with the president and as a result lacked a route to the top to negotiate on behalf of the region. The achievement of a regional charter, gubernatorial elections, and a bilateral treaty, which were all instigated by Rossel', furthered this notion and portrayed the impression that El'tsin trusted him to experiment with regional structures (ignoring the very real interest he had in preserving his own position through granting concessions to regions in exchange for support). This special relationship with El'tsin became a key part of the boundary control strategy employed by Rossel' to prevent competitor encroachment into his own political territory and prevent the outflow of support from the critical elites that would provide dependable electoral and regime support in subsequent electoral competition with Chernetskii.
IV. LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT IN RUSSIA AND THE GROUNDS OF GOVERNOR-MAYORAL CONTEST
Local self-government has historically played a mixed role in the development of Russian society. From the zemstvo reforms of the nineteenth century, with its low-level rights for local formations to manage a closely limited sphere of powers, to early Bolshevik demands for 'all power to the Soviets', with local councils being formed at all levels, a functioning system of local self-government that could resolve specific local problems at the level at which they arose (and independently of the bureaucracies underlying the tsarist guberniia and the communist system of subordination) remained elusive. 22 Under the reforms of the early 1990s, local self-government became a contested area of political control between regional administrations and its units, focused around the allocation of (financial) resources, the division of property and the pace and results of privatization.
According to the 1993 constitution, local self-government was officially outside of state power. In practice, however, the interests of regional power could easily be projected onto the local level, using administrative resources to seek the elections of allies to local positions and to coerce opponents into obeying the de facto hierarchy of power. Regional capital cities and larger cities in the provinces were the strongest units of local selfgovernment and generally the most capable of contesting this, whereas small towns were unable to resist regional pressures. As the shift of responsibilities transferred from the state to the regions, which in turn passed the burden of maintaining the social contract onto local self-government, the latter faced the rising costs of providing public utilities, housing, education services and basic social welfare on budgets that were inadequate to deal with such socially vital responsibilities. For the larger cities and districts this affected, seeking additional rights of taxation, budget formation and control over the privatization of property in order to pay for the essential services required in their territory frequently brought them into conflict with regional administrations. In Sverdlovsk Oblast and its capital, Ekaterinburg, these conditions contributed to the conflict between Rossel' and Chernetskii, and local government issues grew in intensity following the former's election as governor in August 1995. Many of the issues that provoked conflict between the two related to their own ideas surrounding the nature of regional power, particularly the division of powers and allocation of authority, resulting in a struggle for control over resources (political, economic and physical) at their respective levels. In early 1995, with the cascading system of legal hierarchy still to be put into effect, 23 Gel'man, Ryzhenkov, Belokurova and Borisova (2008) estimate that 75% of local self-government budget was spent just on housing, education, health care and welfare payments (p.29). The upkeep and privatization of other vital infrastructure such as electricity, water, heating, roads and public transport were among areas requiring the attention of local self-government. 24 Patrons need to be elected before the clients or else risk losing control and influence over them, in the same way that many in the centre wanted presidential elections to be held before gubernatorial elections. Gel'man, Ryzhenkov, Belokurova and Borisova (2008), pp.95-96 the Sverdlovsk Oblast Duma, chaired by Rossel', wrote and passed a regional law on local self-government before the federal law had been passed. This move that was viewed by
Chernetskii as both hostile and premature, since it promoted adherence to regional law even before its obligations under federal law had been fully understood. Alongside Rossel''s pursuit of gubernatorial elections in summer 1995, he and his clients in the Oblast Duma began to press for an early mayoral election, as Chernetskii's mandate was set to expire in March 1996. Efforts to hurry elections in the hope that one side would be underprepared is normally used by the incumbent trying to limit the campaigning time of rivals; in this case, the pro-Rossel' camp in the regional Duma saw an opportunity to force the pace of mayoral elections, proposing holding them on the same day as gubernatorial elections in August, in the hope of linking their own candidate for mayor, Anton Bakov, to Rossel's gubernatorial candidacy, while connecting Chernetskii to Strakhov. 25 This strategy did not succeed, and the pro-Rossel' regional Duma was unable to force early mayoral elections due to the lack of laws specifying the procedure for mayoral elections (popular election or election by the City Duma), and they were delayed until mid-December 1995, to be held on the same day as the RF Duma elections.
Further pressure on the Mayor of Ekaterinburg, and local self-government more widely, followed with the introduction of a system of prefectures. This came partly as a response to mayoral elections and underlined the contradiction in Rossel''s own views on centre-region relations with Moscow and his attitudes towards internal power in the region.
The series of bilateral treaties agreed between Sverdlovsk Oblast and Moscow following
Rossel''s return to regional executive power in the August 1995 gubernatorial elections delineated those powers that were to be of federal-only, regional-only and joint jurisdiction.
Chernetskii argued that the next logical step was to complete a similar process between region and local self-government to provide the final link in the chain of state structure.
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Having achieved the desired transfer of powers from the centre, Rossel''s rhetoric on state structure toughened significantly; having previously only demanded greater rights to be transferred downwards, he now spoke openly about the need to strengthen state vertical power (notwithstanding agreements already reached between centre and region that increasing the rights of local self-government threatened to undermine the powers of the governor, who would no longer have any oversight over heads of local self-government now that they were elected. 27 This proved a weak argument, not least because through control over both branches of regional power Rossel' had regained the monopoly over the allocation of administrative resources -such as control over (and delay of) fiscal transfers, and the transfer of regional property to municipal funds -that could be used to apply pressure on local actors not acting according to the regional executive's wishes, even after popular elections to local self-government formations. 28 The introduction of prefectures applied increased pressure on local self-government formations in the region in return for obedience. That this was implemented in violation of federal and regional laws on the separation of powers did not slow down the process, as pro-Rossel' officials, already holding administrative positions in local self-government, were appointed prefects. 29 In Rossel''s view, having local self-government outside the vertical power system, that is to say not directly subordinate to regional power, increased the reality of the erosion of central to go federal to compete in the 1999 RF Duma elections), he said there were three options for strengthening the state; a return to the past in the unitary state, a confederacy (prompted by local self-government), which would lead to disintegration, or his way, the creation of prefectures to supervise local self-government. 31 'Vystuplenie gubernatora Sverdlovskoi oblasti E.E. Rosselia, lidera obshchestvennogo nepartiinogo ob"edineniia "Preobrazhenie Urala" na 12-m s"ezde ob"edineniia 7 fevralia 1998 goda', Oblastnaia gazeta, 10 February 1998, p.1-2. underscoring the differences between the regional and capital city electorates. 34 On the basis of the endorsement received from the city, Chernetskii became the figurehead of his own political movement Our Home, Our City (Nash Dom Nash Gorod -NDNG) in early 1996, following an agreement with Nash Dom Rossiia, in order to compete against Rossel' in the regional political space. NDNG closely followed the model chosen by Rossel''s rival
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Probrazhenie Urala, constructing its political identity almost entirely around Chernetskii as an individual. 35 Its aims were noted as being primarily 'to protect the interests of the city'
(against regional-level transgressions), and it focused its campaigns for regional Duma elections in 1996 and 1998 on having the regional law on local self-government rewritten, since by now it clashed with recent federal law.
36
The long-reach of Rossel''s influence throughout the Oblast', particularly in relation to the industrial sector and its reliant population, left Chernetskii struggling to make himself relevant outside of Ekaterinburg. The pool from which he could draw support was diminished as elections to local self-government became the norm and a large number of heads of local administration joined Preobrazhenie Urala in return for official appointment and the delaying of any competitive local elections, leaving those candidates who did attach themselves to the NDNG movement beyond the networks of the ruling elite. 37 The result of this was that during the 1996 regional Duma election campaign, no matter how much Chernetskii and NDNG attempted to push into the provinces, it found itself drowned out by Rossel''s capacity to override local issues with those of the region. Success within the regional capital resulted in NDNG becoming an established political party in the regional Duma, and a counterweight to Preobrazhenie Urala in the regional legislature; in the 1998
Oblast Duma elections NDNG obtained sufficient deputies to prevent Preobrazhenie Urala 33 'Gaidar vperedi ne shagaet', Oblastnaia gazeta, 22 December 1995, p.1. Rossel''s federal political movement polled behind Iabloko, Demokraticheskii Vybor Rossii and the distinguished eye surgeon Stanislav Fedorov's Partiia samoupravleniia trudiashchikhsia overall within the regional capital's electoral districts. 34 Ibid. 35 'Arkadii Chernetskii -Nash Dom-Nash Gorod', Ural'skii rabochii, 29 March 1996, p.5, (Electoral advert). 36 'Poluchil vlast', peredai dal'she', Ural'skii rabochii, 28 February 1996, p.1. Sverdlovsk Oblast's regional electoral system meant that half of the regional Duma deputies were elected every two years with a four-year mandate. 37 Rossel' was quick to use his resources against members of local self-government who allied themselves with Chernetskii, for example, Boris Poluiakhtov, the mayor of the city of Kamen'sk-Uralsk (close to Ekaterinburg). On becoming a member of NDNG, Poluiakhtov quickly found himself on the wrong end of regional administrative resources and soon after was defeated in mayoral elections by Viktor Iakimov, the chairman of the Oblast Duma economic and finance policy committee and Rossel' loyalist.
from maintaining its majority in the legislature, although through the pro-Rossel' faction manoeuvred to protect its speaker. Nonetheless, there was little in the party discourse to suggest that the movement was maturing into a regional party with an opportunity to challenge Rossel''s grip on region-wide issues, let alone promote Chernetskii as capable of representing regional interests at the federal level.
The 1998 regional Duma elections were expected to measure Chernetskii's prospects for a gubernatorial challenge in 1999, and NDNG's success encouraged him to compete for the governorship. The limitations of the NDNG movement, and of Chernetskii himself, were highlighted by the ease with which Rossel' was re-elected.
According to political analysts at the time, on the basis of clearly being identified as the second most-visible politician in the region, Chernetskii and his electoral team assumed that passage into the second-round was all but a formality and focused the majority of their resources on the expected head-to-head battle with Rossel' in the second round. . Although these surveys should be viewed with caution due to their subjective nature and the 'analysts' questioned, it is worth noting that even during the period where Strakhov was governor, Chernetskii was consistently ranked second most-important political figure in the region, above the governor, until shortly before the 1995 gubernatorial elections. Rossel' was consistently ranked first. After Strakhov's defeat and retreat from the Sverdlovsk political scene, there was no-one else able to compete seriously with Rossel' and Chernetskii in this ranking. The protection and incorporation of regional economic interests was critical to Rossel''s political structure, diversifying his networks and incorporating large swathes of the regional population reliant on regional industry for their livelihood. With the breakdown of the Soviet Union's planning, production and distribution system, it quickly became clear to the national economic elite that the state could no longer afford to carry the cost of loss-making sectors that were of much less importance to the new Russian state than they had been to the Soviet Union. 41 Chernetskii. 42 With both the regional and the regional capital executive headed by former industrial managers this elite grouping was confident that they were hedging against any future risk to their interests and conserving their leading influential role in regional politics.
As the governor-mayoral conflict developed, particularly in the 1998 regional Duma in place as it had been previously; Chernetskii was entrenched as Mayor and Rossel' successfully able to protect his power from an internal threat.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS
This article has attempted to discuss two aspects of 1990s Russia. It has presented the boundary control theory as a useful tool for interpreting the preservation of regional power in the uncertain times of the El'tsin decade, contributing to a re-assessment of this period through a mixed approach of formal and informal aspects of power. This permits a focus on individuals and the motivations for their actions rather than solely relying on the development of institutions. Through focusing on the relationships that developed between different branches and levels of power, boundary control provides a framework that can allow for the study of network relationships in Russia with adequate consideration for the context of the times. The use of networks, that either already existed or were constructed by the Sverdlovsk leader, lay at the heart of a system of power, which emphasised Rossel' as a representative of Oblast interests. The value of loyalty of interest groups participating in the regional political system is shown to have been of marked importance in the governor-mayor conflict in Sverdlovsk Oblast. The ability to attract and distribute resources, at both the levels of the Oblast and the regional capital city, became decisive factors in the struggle between Rossel' and Chernetskii, and the three elements of boundary control are shown to have allowed Rossel' to demonstrate that the opportunity costs to the elite of changing patrons were exceedingly high and overly risky. By presenting the conditions of regional power in such a way, there was no requirement for Rossel' to prevent competition to his leadership outright, and he was able to manage the threat posed to him by promoting the personal aspects of his leadership.
As a result, the conflict became essentially stagnant, with both sides remaining in their respective positions. The nature of his ties to El'tsin, and the apparent inability of rivals to establish similar connections, presented Rossel' to the regional elite (and the public)
as maintaining Sverdlovsk Oblast's status as one of Russia's key regions, and with an ability to pursue policies at the centre to benefit the local population. Furthermore, Rossel''s control over the regional legislative branch through his Preobrazhenie Urala movement required Chernetskii to prise open these boundaries in order to attract elite support away from the regional leader, and so proved impossible to the challenger. The result was that by the end of the El'tsin decade, Rossel' found himself in a position of regional domination, although hegemony was prevented through the checks and balances that the industrial elite provided through its preference for Chernetskii's leadership of the regional capital. The 
